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DETAILED ACTION 
Notice to Applicant 

1. In the amendment filed 10/6/05, the following has occurred: Claims 1,3, 15 and 21 have 
been amended, claims 4-5, 18-19 and 24 have been canceled and claims 29-30 have been added. 
Now claims 1-3, 6-17, 20-23 and 25-30 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 
do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before Noverriber 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre- AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

3. Claims 1, 2, 7, 9-10, 13-16, 18-23 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 102(e) as being 
clearly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,208,973 to Boyer et al. for substantially the same 
reasons given in the previous Office Action (see paper dated 4/6/05). Further reasons appear 
below. 
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(A) Claims 2, 7, 9-10, 13, 14, 16, 18-20, 22-23 and 27-28 have not been amended, and are 
rejected for the same reasons given in the previous Office Action (see paper dated 4/6/05), and 
incorporated herein. 

As per claim 1 , Boyer et al. teaches a computer-based method for facilitating compliance 
with rules governing coverage by a third party payor for health care provided to a beneficiary by 
a provider, wherein the health care is administered under the medical benefit, comprising the 
steps of: 

(1) receiving an order for the health care, said order includes an HCPCS product code 
corresponding to the health care is met by a claim for a particular employee received by the 
adjudication engine (22, Fig. 1) (see: column 7 lines 61-67). In addition, Boyer et al. teaches one 
of the three database that includes a Common Procedural Coding System (HCPCS) for 
classifying and reporting durable medical equipment for Medicare transaction (see: column 9, 
lines 24-42); 

(2) applying the rules associated with said order is met by the rules processor (30, 
Fig. 1) that resides at the center of the adjudication engine (22, Fig, 1) with the purpose of 
adjudicating and pricing healthcare transaction (see: column 8, lines 8-11); 

(3) determining the level of coverage by the third party payor for said order is met by 
the rules processor (30, Fig. 2 A) that lets the healthcare provider (12, Fig. 1) know what the third 
party payor (24, Fig. 1) is willing to reimburse for a given patient's healthcare transaction (see: 
column 9, lines 21-23 and column 15, lines 1-6); 
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(4) processing payment for said order is met by the settlement of the Adjudicated 
Settlement Transaction and the health provider (12, Fig. 1) receiving payment for the healthcare 
transaction for which the patient is responsible (see: column 10, lines 35-52); and 

(5) processing fulfillment of said order is met by the settlement of the Adjudicated 
Settlement Transaction and the health provider (12, Fig. 1) receiving payment for the healthcare 
transaction for which the patient is responsible (see: column 10, lines 35-52); 

(6) mapping said HCPCS product code to at least one more specific product code is met 
by one of the three database that includes a Common Procedural Coding System (HCPCS) for 
classifying and reporting durable medical equipment for Medicare transaction (see: column 9, 
lines 24-42) In addition, Boyer et al. teaches a classification system with a set of rules to 
determine when sets of individual procedures are to be combined into single more 
comprehensive ones (bundling) (see: column 9, lines 15-52); and 

(7) providing said at least one more specific product code to said third party payor is met 
by the rules processor (30, Fig. 2A) that compares and executes rules using the American 
Medical Association which set the (CPT) standard which is a classification system with a set of 
rules to determine when sets of individual procedures are to be combined into single more 
comprehensive ones (bundling) (see: column 9, lines 15-52). In addition, Boyer teaches that all 
claim information including the results of adjudication, is preferably sent to the third party payor 
(24, Fig. 1) in a nightly batch (see: column 10, Hnes 57-59). 

As per claim 15, the system claim differs from claim 1, in that claims 1 contain a method 
recited as a series of function steps whereas claim 1 5 contain features recited in a "means plus 
function" format. As the method of step claim 1 has been shown to be disclosed or obvious by 
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the teachings of Boyer et al., it is readily apparent that the "means" to accompUsh those method 
steps is obvious in view of the prior art. As such, the Kmitations recited in claim 1 are rejected 
for the same reasons given for method claim 1 , and incorporated herein. 

As per claim 21, it repeats the subject matter of claim 15, as a set of "computer program 
product" elements rather than a series of steps. As the underlying processes of claim 15, has 
been shown to be obvious in view of the teachings of Boyer et al. in the above rejections of claim 
15, it is readily apparent that the system disclosed by Boyer et al. includes a computer program 
including computer code on a computer readable medium to perform these functions. As such, 
these limitations are rejected of the same reasons given above for system claim 15, and 
incorporated herein. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 3, 6, 8, 1 1-12, 17 and 25-26 and 29-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6,208,973 to Boyer et al. and U.S. Patent No. 5,704,044 
to Tarter et al. 

As per claim 3, Boyer et al. teaches the claimed step (1) comprises receiving an order 
including: 

(a) beneficiary information is met by adjudicated settlement transaction statement or 
invoice that specifies how much the customer is responsible for (see: column 6, lines 8-13); 
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(b) third party payor information is met by adjudicated settlement transaction 
statement or invoice that specifies how much the third party payor will pay on a given claim 
(see: column 6, lines 8-13); and 

(d) disease or wound information associated with the health care is met at step 206 
where the healthcare provider enters patient's preUminary diagnosis data to begin the claim (see: 
column 13, lines 31-35). 

Boyer et al. fails to teach the claimed (c) prescription information associated with the 
health care. 

Tarter teaches a computerized method and system for providing services provider's 
access to an on-line adjudication network that involves a patient or customer presents a 
pharmacy with a prescription and the pharmacist utilizes his in-house prescription system and 
gathering the necessary information about the prescription, the patient and his insurance 
coverage (see: column 5, lines 5-9). In addition, Tarter teaches that in response to pharmacy's 
claim an adjudication evaluates the validity of a claim by reference to the patient's eligibihty and 
formulary rules of a plan, such as drug products allowed, types of permitted drug interactions 
and dosage, prices which will be reimbursed by the particular plan (see: column 5, lines 18-27). 

One of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made would have found it 
obvious to include patient's eligibility and formulary rules of a plan taught by Tarter et al. within 
the adjudication payment system as taught by Boyer et al. with the motivation of providing a 
means for quickly purchasing selected accounts receivables from service providers, collecting on 
those receivables directly from the obUgor or their agents, and reconciling the claims and 
payment (see: Tarter: column 9, lines 18-25). 



0 
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As per claims 29-30, they are rejected for the same reasons set forth in claim 3. 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicant's arguments filed 10/6/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant's arguments will be addressed hereinbelow in the order in which they 
appear in the response filed 10/6/05. 

(A) In the remarks. Applicants argue in substance that, (1) The product codes cited in the 
Boyer reference do not relate back to a specific product; and (2) Boyer and/or Tarter fail to teach 
mapping HCPCS product codes to at least one more specific product code and providing this 
more specific product code to a third party payor. 

(B) In response to Applicant's argument that, (1) The product codes cited in the Boyer 
reference do not relate back to a specific product and (2) Boyer and/or Tarter fail to teach 
mapping HCPCS product codes to at least one more specific product code and providing this 
more specific product code to a third party payor. The Examiner respectfully submits that the 
Boyer et al. reference teaches one of the three database that includes a Common Procedural 
Coding System (HCPCS) for classifying and reporting durable medical equipment for Medicare 
transaction (see: column 9, lines 24-42). In addition, Boyer et al. teaches a classification system 
with a set of rules to determine when sets of individual procedures are to be combined into single 
more comprehensive ones (bundling) (see: column 9, lines 15-52). This inherently teaches that 
sets of individual procedures involved in a claim are unbundled and the rules engine compares 
and checks the procedure codes before they are bundled. Furthermore, Boyer et al. teaches a 
rules processor (30, Fig. 2A) that compares and executes rules using the American Medical 
Association which set the (CPT) standard which is a classification system with a set of rules to 
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determine when sets of individual procedures are to be combined into single more 
comprehensive ones (bundling) (see: column 9, lines 15-52). Additionally, Boyer teaches that all 
claim information including the results of adjudication, is preferably sent to the third party payor 
(24, Fig. 1) in a nightly batch (see: column 10, lines 57-59). This clearly discloses that mapping 
of HCPCS product codes, including one or more specific product codes is done before bundling 
of the claims using the rules engine as well as providing these specific product code to a third 
party payor as described above by Boyer et al. 

Conclusion 

TfflS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Robert W. Morgan whose telephone number is (571) 272-6773. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. Mon - Fri. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Thomas can be reached on (571) 272-6776. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (BBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Robert Morgan 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 3626 



